The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was
not witten for publication and is not binding precedent of
t he Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clainms 2 to
4 and 8 to 12, all the clainms remaining in the application.

The clains on appeal are drawn to a nethod of joining a
pi pe to a coupling, and are reproduced in the appendi x of

appel lant's brief.
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The references applied in the final rejection! are:

Thonpson 96, 286 Oct. 26,
1869

Hedeman 2,260, 454 Oct. 28, 1941
Wehr i nger 2,319, 024 May
11, 1943

Metcal fe et al. 4,293, 147 Oct. 6,
1981

(Metcal fe)

Clains 2 to 4 and 8 to 12 stand finally rejected under
35 U S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Hedeman in view of
Thonpson and either of Wehringer or Metcalfe.

Hedeman di scl oses a pipe (hose) to coupling (nipple)
joint in which an end (insert) of the coupling, having a ridge
16 at its end and circunferential projections 17 on its
exterior, is inserted into the end of the pipe and a clanp 18
is positioned around the pipe, pressing it against the insert.
Hedeman' s di scl osure concerning the clanp is (col. 2, lines 26
to 33):

The nuneral 18 designates a clanp of any suitable

type for the purpose of pressing the hose against

the annul ar ridge 16 and assuring the effective

seal ing of the connection between the hose and the

ni pple. The use of a clanp is not essential but is

desirabl e where the hose is to be used for
transmtting liquid under substantial pressure.

!Paper No. 16, January 13, 1999.
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Appel | ant and the exam ner agree that claim8, the only
i ndependent claimon appeal, differs from Hedeman in the five
respects specified on pages 7 and 8 of appellant's brief. The
first two of these are that Hedeman di scl oses a clanp 18,
rather than a "right tubular sleeve having a fixed | argest
internal dianmeter |less than the external free state dianeter
of the pipe," as recited in claim8  Wth regard to this
l[imtation, the exam ner cites Thonpson, which discloses a
hose-to-coupling joint in which a ring b having an internal

di aneter smaller than the external diameter of the hose a is
positioned near the end of the hose to conpress it (Fig. 1),
and then the neck c¢ of the coupling, which has external
grooves, is forced into the conpressed area, "pinching [the
hose] between the inner surface of ring b and the outer
surface of c¢c" (col. 2, lines 16 and 17). The exam ner takes
the position that it would have been obvious to utilize a ring
(sl eeve) as disclosed by Thompson as the clanmp 18 of Hedenan,

t he Thonpson ring being a clanp "of any suitable type."

Al t hough appel |l ant argues that such a nodification of Hedeman

woul d not have been obvious (brief, pages 10 and 11), we
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consi der that Thonpson woul d have suggested the use of a
constricting sleeve in place of Hedeman's clanp 18 as a

sui tabl e means for pressing a hose agai nst an i nner grooved
menber to prevent | eakage therebetween.

The conbi nati on of Hedeman and Thonpson woul d, however,
still differ fromclaim8 as to itens 4 and 5 specified on
pages 7 and 8 of the brief, i.e., there is no disclosure or
suggestion in the combination of the clainmed steps of causing
the sleeve to nove to a tenporary |l ocation on the pipe,
inserting the insert into the unconstricted end portion of the
pi pe, and then causi ng novenent of the sleeve toward the end
of the pipe until the pipe is gripped between the insert and
the sleeve. The exami ner finds these |imtations to have been
obvious in view of Wehringer or Metcalfe.

I n Wehringer and Metcal fe, a sleeve (Wehringer 13,
Metcalfe 19) is noved to a tenporary | ocation on a pipe
(Wehringer 16, Metcalfe 21), an externally grooved insert
(Wehringer 11, Metcalfe 16) is inserted into the end of the
pi pe, and the sleeve is noved toward the end of the pipe until
the pipe is gripped between the insert and the sleeve. 1In

nei t her Wehri nger nor Metcal fe, however, does the sl|leeve have
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an internal dianmeter smaller than the external dianeter of the
pi pe, so that the pipe is constricted by the sleeve; rather,
the sleeve's inner dianmeter is the sane or |arger than the
outer diameter of the pipe (Wehringer, page 2, col. 1, lines
21 to 24; Metcalfe, col. 2, lines 5 to 8). The exam ner
concludes that in view of Wehringer or Metcalfe, it would have
been obvious "to position [the] sleeve at a renote | ocation
and then force the sleeve over the end of the pipe after the
coupling has been inserted into the pipe" (answer, page 6).
After fully considering the record in light of the
arguments presented in appellant's brief and reply brief, and
in the exam ner's answer, we conclude that the rejection of
claim8 is not well taken. In our view, Wehringer or Mtcalfe
woul d not have suggested noving the sleeve of the
Hedeman/ Thonpson comnbi nation to a tenporary |ocation, and then
back to a pipe-gripping position, because the sleeves of
Wehri nger and Metcal fe are, as noted above, of such an
internal dianeter as to be relatively freely novable on the

exterior of the pipe, whereas the sleeve b of the

Hedeman/ Thonpson conbi nation is not. Since in Hedeman as
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nodi fied in view of Thonpson, the sleeve is in its final
(pi pe-gripping) position when the coupling is inserted into
the end of the pipe, and the sleeve would have to be forced to
nove al ong the exterior of the pipe to any other position, we
do not consider that Wehringer or Metcal fe would have
noti vated one of ordinary skill to force the Hedeman/ Thonpson
sl eeve al ong the pipe to another, tenporary |ocation, insert
the coupling, and then force the sleeve back to its pipe-
gri ppi ng position.

Accordingly, the rejection of claim8, as well as of
dependent clains 2 to 4 and 9 to 12, will not be sustained.

Concl usi on

The exami ner's decision to reject claims 2 to 4 and 8 to
12 is reversed.

REVERSED

| AN A. CALVERT )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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